discerning reader will see that at the foot of the ®rst page of each paper there is a note of date of receipt of the original manuscript, the date of receipt of a revised version (it is very rare for a paper to be accepted in its original version), and the date on which this was accepted for publication. The Editors are constantly trying to reduce the interval between submission and acceptance (or rejection) of manuscripts, and Stockton for their part are trying to reduce the interval between receipt of the accepted manuscript for copy editing and its appearance in a published issue of the Journal. It is necessary to ®nd the optimum balance between speed in the editorial process and delay which must arise from though reviewing and revision of manuscripts. Similarly the publishers must balance rapid turn-round of accepted papers against rigorous copy-editing and proof-reading. We keep a watch on the vital statistics of competing journals, and believe that EJCN offers potential authors a better mix of speed and accuracy than they are likely to ®nd elsewhere.
We believe that readers will be interested in an analysis of the editorial process for the 251 original research manuscripts received in the calendar year 1996. (For comparison manuscripts received were 172 in 1993, 185 in 1994 and 198 in 1995.) 
Source of papers
The country of the corresponding author (and number of papers) was in the UK (38), France (22) , Netherlands (20) , USA (20) , Italy (16), Australia (15), Spain (14), Denmark (13), Finland (12), Japan (10), Sweden (8), Germany (7), Africa (6), Belgium (6), Norway (5), Ireland (4), India (4), Switzerland (4), and Greece (3). Two papers came from each of Argentine, Brazil, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Jamaica, and New Zealand, and one each from Bangladesh, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Guatemala, Saudi Arabia, Slovakia, Turkey and UAE.
Receipt/publication ratio
Approximately 45±50% of papers submitted are published, usually after revision.
Receipt to reply interval
When a paper is received in the editorial of®ce an acknowledgement is sent to the corresponding author giving the serial number which has been assigned to identify the paper. (It would help if authors quoted this number in any correspondence. Confusion can arise if there is more than one paper with the same author's name, or if enquiries come from co-authors who were not identi®ed as the corresponding author.) The author then wants to know, as quickly as possible, if the paper is to be accepted (with or without revision) or rejected. In 1996 the mean interval between receipt of the manuscript and this ®rst editorial response was 7.3 weeks, but with a wide range from 1±28 weeks (in 42 papers the delay was b10 weeks). We try hard to avoid long delays at this stage, but with some papers it is very dif®cult to obtain constructive commentaries from expert referees. At the end of the year 101 papers had been rejected, 77 de®nitely accepted, 28 were provisionally accepted pending acceptable revision, and 44 (mostly those which arrived in December) were still with referees.
First reply to ®nal decision
Among the papers which were not rejected at the ®rst reply the mean interval to ®nal decision on the revised version was 9 weeks. This interval mainly re¯ects the time taken for the authors to make the required revision. Overall the mean interval from receipt of manuscript to ®nal decision (including papers rejected at ®rst reply) was 8 weeks (range 1±31 weeks).
Total interval: receipt of manuscript to publication
This interval depends on all the factors analysed separately above, on the speed of the typesetting and proofreading service, and on the queue of papers waiting to be assigned to a speci®c issue. It is our policy to try to regulate the¯ow of papers so that when the deadline to set the running order for an issue arrives there are about 50% more authorcorrected proofs available than can be included in that issue. To do this requires clairvoyant powers, since the¯ow of papers is mainly regulated at the stage of ®rst reply, which is several months before the date at which the paper (if accepted) will be published. If there are no`reserve' papers waiting to be included, then delay in the return of author-corrected proofs delays that issue going to the printers, but if the queue is too long this also causes delay in publication. We do not offer`fast-track' publication for special papers, but Short Communications are easier to ®t into the ®xed page allowance.
At present the interval from submission to publication is on average about 8 months: for example the papers published at the beginning of November 1996 were submitted between January and May 1996, the December issue between January and June 1996, and the January 1997 issue between February and July 1996. (For comparison the papers appearing in the December 1996 issue of the American Journal of Clinical Nutrition were submitted between July 1995 and June 1996, and in the December 1996 issue of the British Journal of Nutrition they were submitted between March 1994 and December 1995). We are therefore achieving more rapid publication than the other major journals which provide comparable data, but hope to achieve further improvements in the future.
Impact factor
In November of each year Science Citation Index publishes data concerning the ratio between the number of times a journal has been cited in the previous two years, divided by the number of`source items' it published in the last year. There are problems using this`impact factor' for comparing one journal with another (for example journals with larger correspondence sections tend to score higher impact factors, and the de®nition of a`source item' seems somewhat capricious). Nevertheless it is very gratifying to observe that the impact factor of EJCN has steadily increased from 0.89 in 1992 to 1.25 in 1995, which is the last year for which data are available.
Page charges and reprints
It is still the policy of EJCN to make no page charges, and to supply free 50 reprints to the corresponding author.
World-wide web
The contents page of EJCN is available before publication at:
http://www.stockton-press.co.uk
Reviewers
In the January issue we listed the experts who helped us by making constructive criticisms of submitted manuscripts. We are very grateful to these busy people on whom the scienti®c quality of this journal depends. At this time, when many journals are experiencing dif®culty, we are very encouraged by the increasing number and quality of submissions to our Journal. We greatly appreciate the intellectual input by both authors and reviewers which has made this possible.
JS Garrow JC Seidell
Editorial report
